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BSC Modifications overview

Initial Written Assessment
Assessment Procedure
Report Phase

P332, P376, P379, P395, P402, P407, P410, P412, P413, P415, P416
P399, P417, P418

Urgent
With Authority

P375, P390, P398, P414

Authority Determined

-

Self-Gov. Determined

-

Fast Track Determined

-

Withdrawn

-

Open Issues
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Issue 69, Issue 83, Issue 86, Issue 87, Issue 88, Issue 89, Issue 91,
Issue 92

BSC Modifications approved timelines

Oct 20 Nov 20 Dec 20 Jan 21 Feb 21 Mar 21 Apr 21 May 21 Jun 21 Jul 21 Aug 21
P332 ‘Revision to the Supplier Hub’

AR

DMR

P376 ‘Baselining methodology’

AR

DMR
AR

P379 ‘Multiple Suppliers’

DMR

P395 ‘Final Consumption Levies’
P399 ‘BSAD transparency’

AR
AR

DMR

P402 ‘BSC Data for targeted
Charging Review’

AR

P407 ‘MARI’

AR

P410 ‘Harmonised Imbalance’

DMR
DMR

AR

DMR

P412 ‘Non-BM Balancing Providers
pay for non-delivery imbalance’

AR

P413 ‘MHHS Programme Manager’
P415 ‘VLP access to wholesale
market’

P416 ‘Include Appeals mechanism
for Annual Budget’

AR

IWA

AR
IWA

P418 ‘Amendments to the P383
legal text for Additional BM Units’

IWA
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DMR

IWA

P417 ‘Move Letters of Credit to
Website’
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DMR

DMR
DMR

DMR

DMR

Modification Update: P379
‘Multiple Suppliers’
• In response to industry requests, we have extended the P379 cost-benefit analysis consultation by one week,
with responses now due by Friday, 22 January
• Consequently, extending the time to draft the report by one week, means we will deliver the report to the
Panel at its April 2021 meeting instead of the March 2021 meeting

• The stakeholder event, on 8 December, was well attended by 43 participants, covering a wide range of roles
• We have published the slides and a Q&A sheet on the P379 page
• We adapted the event based on feedback from the Panel workshop and thank members for their time and
contributions

• We also welcome Panel Members to review the draft cost-benefit analysis report structure to ensure it will
cover all off the key aspects you would be looking to see

13/01/2021
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Modification Update: P407
‘Project MARI’

• At its November meeting the BSC Panel requested the Assessment Consultation be held in January 2021 as
opposed to beginning in December 2020
• Did not want to consult on such an important change over the Christmas period. It also believes the need for
P407 to continue will be better understood by January 2021, as the outcome of the UK/EU trade negotiations
will be known
• We understand that a new agreement with the EU will need to be reached to be able to participate in MARI
• GB is no longer required to participate in MARI or to implement it by July 2022
• We are seeking confirmation of whether it is an objective of ESO/BEIS/Ofgem for GB to participate in MARI
• It’s not clear how long it will take to negotiate a new agreement with the EU, should this be desired
• ESO and Elexon propose that until more certainty over our future participation in MARI is known no more
work on P407 will take place
• We are meeting with ESO next week to discuss whether P407 should be withdrawn
• We will, as a minimum publish the draft P407 legal text on the BSC Website

13/01/2021
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Modification Update: P410
‘Changing imbalance price calculations to comply with the Imbalance Settlement Harmonisation regulations’
• The third meeting was held on 17 December 2020, to review further analysis provided by Elexon
• The Workgroup believe that all solution options considered to date would be strongly detrimental to the
current arrangements and are seeking to find a solution that is both compliant and overall would better
facilitate the arrangements
• The Workgroup request a three month extension to the Assessment Procedure, returning with the
Assessment Report by the May 2021 Panel meeting, in order to allow further consideration of the solution
options and further analysis by Elexon
• We believe that the Assessment Report must be presented to the April Panel meeting in order to give Ofgem
at least a one month decision period before the implementation cut-off for the required Implementation Date
(Jan 22)
• This is based on an initial high-level assessment and we will conduct a full impact assessment once a solution
has been agreed
• This would only use two of the three months requested, with the third month acting as contingency
• The Proposer may need to choose the least worse option in order to meet the compliance deadline
13/01/2021

Page 9

Modification Update: P413
‘Enable Elexon to be the Programme Manager for the implementation of Market-wide Half Hourly
Settlement’
• The third Workgroup meeting was held on 20 November where the focus was to review key
documentation
• Assessment Consultation was issued on 14 December 2020 and will close on 15 January 2021
• The final planned Workgroup meeting is scheduled for 25 January 2021
• We are on track to present the Assessment Report at the February 2021 Panel meeting

• However, should anything in the consultation or at the Workgroup require further action, we will
require additional time to resolve
• We therefore request, as a contingency, a one month extension to the P413 Assessment
Procedure, returning with the Assessment Report at the March 2021 Panel meeting, if needed

13/01/2021
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Recommendations
We invite the Panel to:
a) APPROVE a three-month extension to the P410 Assessment Procedure;
b) APPROVE a one-month extension to the P413 Assessment Procedure
c) NOTE the contents of the January Change Report.

13/01/2021
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P399 ‘Making the identity of Balancing
Service providers visible in the Balancing
Services Adjustment Data’
310/04 - Craig Murray

14 January 2021

P399 – Report Phase Approach
• Panel progressed P399 to the Report Phase on 8 October 2020 and the Report Phase Consultation was
circulated for one calendar month per EBGL requirements
• Expected to present Draft Modification Report at Panel meeting on 10 December 2020
• NGESO’s response to the consultation highlighted that the inclusion of the “Tendered Status” data field would
increase costs by £350k – 500k and have a significant impact on lead times
• Another Workgroup meeting was held to consider NGESO’s response, as required by EBGL
• After agreeing to retain “Tendered Status”, P399 was circulated for a second Report Phase Consultation of
10WD

14/01/21

P399 - Solution
Amend BSC Sections Q and Annex X-1 to require the following data fields to be included in existing BSAD file
and SAA-I014 (Settlement Reports) sub flows 1 and 2:
• BSAD Party ID
• To link to a reference sheet, linking the ID to the company name
• BSAD Asset ID
• To contain one of three possible data items:
• Assigned BMU ID where one exists;
• If no BMU ID, a reference assigned by the NETSO indicating the party name and interconnector used;
• If no BMU ID or interconnector used, field will be populated as “N/A” or something of equivalent effect
• Tendered status
• A binary true/false
• Service Type
• A generic tag describing the contract type

P399 will also improve BSAD reporting timescales to ensure data is published more frequently
14/01/21

P399 – Costs and Impacts (first Report Phase Consultation)
Organisation

Implementation Costs (£)

Lead Time

Elexon

~£240k

~20 weeks

NGESO

~£500k

~24 weeks

Industry

Insignificant

None provided

Total ~£740k

~24 weeks

Impacts
• NETSO and BSCCo
• BMRS Users
• Any party that trades non-BM energy
Industry Costs
Due to the amendment of the SAA-I014 file we expect there to be minor impacts on the market participants that process this
file. Consultation responses indicated that these costs are modest and can be accommodated with a relatively small amount
of effort
14/01/21

P399: Panel’s Initial Views
The Panel considered P399 at its meeting on 8 October 2020.
The Panel agreed:
a) that P399 should be approved;
b) that P399:
•
does better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (a);
•
does better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (b);
•
does better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c);
•
does better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d);
•
does better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (e)
c) that P399 does impact the EBGL Article 18 Terms and Conditions and is consistent with the EBGL
objectives;
d) that P399 should not be treated as a Self-Governance Modification;
e) an initial Implementation Date of:
•
24 June 2021 if an Authority decision is received on or before 13 January 2021; or
•
4 November 2021 if an Authority decision is received after 13 January 2021 but on or before May
20 2021; and
f) the draft legal text

P399: First Report Phase Consultation responses (1 of 2)
Question

Yes

No

Neutral

Other

Do you agree with the Panel’s initial unanimous recommendation that
P399 should be approved?

3

0

0

1

Do you agree with the Panel that the redlined changes to the BSC
deliver the intention of P399?

4

0

0

0

Do you agree with the Panel’s recommended Implementation Date?

3

1

0

0

Do you agree with the Panel’s initial consideration that P399 does
impact the European Electricity Balancing Guideline (EBGL) Article 18
terms and conditions held within the BSC?

4

0

0

0

• The majority of respondents agreed that P399 would better facilitate applicable BSC Objective (a), (b), (c), (d)
and (e) and should be approved
• One respondent agreed with the principle of the Modification, but not the associated costs
• All respondents agreed with the Panel’s consideration that P399 does impact the EBGL Article 18 terms and
conditions
• NGESO did not agree with the recommended Implementation Date due to unexpected complications

P399: First Report Phase Consultation responses (2 of 2)
Question

•
•
•
•

Yes

No

Neutral

Other

Do you agree with the Panel’s initial view that P399 should not be
treated as a Self-Governance Modification?

4

0

0

0

Do you have any comments on the impact of P399 on the EBGL
objectives?

2

2

0

0

Do you have any further comments on P399?

3

1

0

0

All respondents agreed that P399 should not be treated as a Self-Governance Modification
Respondents noted that P399 is consistent with the EBGL Objectives
A respondent again indicated their preference for Option 2, or something similar, to reduce costs
NGESO highlighted that the cost of including the “Tendered Status” field would cost an additional £350k £500k and significantly increase lead times

P399 – NGESO RPC response
• Cost of including “Tendered Status” field increased by £350k - £500k and the earliest possible
implementation date is the November 2021 BSC Release
• NGESO tried to use some of the Clean Energy Package (CEP) IT changes to carry the small Salesforce
change required to support the Tendered Status data in P399
• This was going to create an initial link between Salesforce and one of the central systems, which currently
doesn’t exist as this is where the Tendered Status data is located
• This link was de-scoped from the CEP work, which now means P399 is the driving force of that initial link
creation

14/01/21

P399 – EBGL Change Process
Why are we here?
BSC Modification P392 ‘Amending BSC Change Process for EBGL Article 18’ brought new requirements into
the BSC Change process where a Modification is seen to impact a BSC provision constituting EBGL Article 18
terms and conditions
Section F2.7.4A(d)(i):
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P399 - EBGL Change Process
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P399 – Workgroup Conclusions
• Workgroup held on 30 November 2020 to consider the retention of “Tendered Status”
• Majority of members agreed to retain the field despite cost increases
• Value of additional data seen to outweigh the costs
• NGESO noted that the creation of the Salesforce link could facilitate the publication of additional data in
the future
• Minority view that the costs were disproportionate to the benefits, but still agreed that P399 should be
approved
• Earliest implementation date is 4 November 2021 as part of the November BSC Release
• NGESO assured members that this could be met as the necessary work had already begun
• Recirculated Report Phase Consultation for 10WD between 8 – 22 December 2020

14/01/21

P399 – Costs and Impacts (second Report Phase Consultation)
Organisation

Implementation Costs (£)

Lead Time

Elexon

~£240k

~20 weeks

NGESO

£0.85 – £1.0m

40 – 50 weeks

Industry

Insignificant

None provided

Total £1.1m - £1.25m

40 – 50 weeks

• Industry costs remain unchanged
• Elexon costs remain unchanged
• Lead time of 40-50 weeks driven by NGESO, but can meet November 2021 BSC Release as work has
already begun
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P399 – Workgroup Recommendations
The P399 Workgroup:
a) AGREED that P399:
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (a);
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (b);
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c);
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d); and
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (e);
b) AGREED that P399 should be approved;
c) AGREED that P399 DOES impact the Article 18 Terms and Conditions held within the BSC and is consistent
with the EBGL objectives;
d) AGREED an initial view that P399 should not be treated as a Self-Governance Modification;
e) AGREED an initial Implementation Date of:

•
•

4 November 2021 if an Authority decision is received on or before 20 May 2021; or
24 February 2022 if an Authority decision is received after 20 May 2021 but before 7 October
2022; and

f) AGREED the draft legal text
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P399: Second Report Phase Consultation responses (1 of 2)
Question

Yes

No

Neutral

Other

Do you agree with the Workgroup’s initial unanimous recommendation
that P399 should be approved?

3

0

0

0

Do you agree with the Workgroup that the redlined changes to the
BSC deliver the intention of P399?

3

0

0

0

Do you agree with the Workgroup’s recommended Implementation
Date?

3

0

0

0

Do you agree with the Workgroup’s initial consideration that P399
does impact the European Electricity Balancing Guideline (EBGL)
Article 18 terms and conditions held within the BSC?

3

0

0

0

• All respondents agreed with the Workgroup’s recommendation to approve P399
• One respondent reiterated their view that the costs were disproportionate, whilst another noted that the clear
publication of data gives them better market knowledge, allowing them to better compete
• All respondents agreed with the Workgroup’s recommended Implementation Date
• All respondents agreed with the Panel’s consideration that P399 does impact the EBGL Article 18 terms and
conditions

P399: Second Report Phase Consultation responses (2 of 2)
Question

Yes

No

Neutral

Other

Do you agree with the Workgroup’s initial view that P399 should not
be treated as a Self-Governance Modification?

3

0

0

0

Do you have any comments on the impact of P399 on the EBGL
objectives?

1

2

0

0

Do you agree with the Workgroup’s recommendation that the
“Tendered Status” data field should still form part of the P399 solution,
taking into account increased costs of doing so?

2

1

0

0

Do you have any further comments on P399?

0

3

0

0

• All respondents agreed that P399 should not be treated as a Self-Governance Modification
• One respondent noted that P399 is consistent with the EBGL Objectives
• A respondent that participated in the Workgroup reiterated their view that the costs of including “Tendered
Status” are disproportionate to the benefits
• One respondent highlighted that their support for P399 is only because NGESO says it believes that the new
link created between systems could facilitate more transparency at lower cost in future
• Suggests that the Panel ask NGESO to investigate what other data may be shared as a result of P399 and
to bring forward any necessary proposals to facilitate further improvements. Also suggests NGESO should
commit to improving the time taken to publish trades (currently no more than 60 minutes)

P399: Recommendations
We invite the Panel to:
a) AGREE that P399:
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (a);
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (b);
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c);
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d); and
• DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (e);
b) AGREE a recommendation that P399 should be approved;
c) AGREE that P399 DOES impact the EBGL Article 18 terms and conditions held within the BSC;
d) AGREE that P399 is consistent with the EBGL objectives;
e) APPROVE an Implementation Date of:
• 4 November 2021 if an Authority decision is received on or before 20 May 2021; or
• 24 February 2022 if an Authority decision is received after 20 May 2021 but before 7 October
2022;
f) APPROVE the P399 draft legal text; and
g) APPROVE the P399 Modification Report.

P418 ‘Amendments to the P383 legal text
for Additional BM Units’
310/05 – Matthew Woolliscroft

14 January 2021

P418: Issue and solution
Issue
• Since P383 ‘Enhanced reporting of demand data to the NETSO to facilitate CUSC Modifications
CMP280 and CMP281' was approved, Elexon has identified that the approved legal text missed
instructions for how to treat Metering Systems registered in Additional BM Units. This should be
rectified to clarify treatment of Metering Systems registered in Additional BM Units.
• Additionally, since P383 was submitted to the Authority for approval, the BSC baseline has been
updated by other Modifications. The P383 solution should be aligned to the updated baseline to
make best use of new processes.
Proposed solution
• This Modification will clarify how the metered data of storage facilities registered in both Base and
Additional Supplier BM Units should be reported and aggregated.
• In addition it seeks to align the P383 legal text with the updated BSC baseline to ensure best use
of existing provisions.

Costs and impacts
Costs
• Central costs to deliver this Modification will be <£1k to update BSC documentation.
• No identified industry costs resulting from this Modification
Impacts
• This Modification seeks to ensure that the BSC reflects the full P383 solution as developed by the
Workgroup and align the solution with the updated provisions of the BSC baseline
• No system impacts - All system changes to deliver the Modification are being done as part of
P383 implementation

13/01/2021
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P418: Panel’s initial views
At its meeting on 10 December 2020, the Panel unanimously:
a) AGREED that P418:
i. DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d);
b) AGREED that P418 progresses directly to the Report Phase;
c) AGREED that P418 DOES NOT impact the EBGL Article 18 terms and conditions held within the
BSC;
d) AGREED an initial recommendation that P418 should be approved;
e) AGREED an initial Implementation Date of:
i.
1 April 2021 as a standalone BSC Release;
f) AGREED the draft legal text; and
g) AGREED an initial view that P418 should be treated as a Self-Governance Modification.

P418: Report Phase Consultation
We issued P418 for a 15 Working Day Report Phase Consultation on 15 December 2020, to which
we received no responses

P418: Recommendations
We invite the Panel to:
a) AGREE that P418:
i. DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d);
b) AGREE that P418 DOES NOT impact the EBGL Article 18 terms and conditions held within the
BSC;
c) DETERMINE (in the absence of any Authority direction) that P418 is a Self-Governance
Modification Proposal;
d) APPROVE P418;
e) APPROVE an Implementation Date of:
i.
1 April 2021 as a standalone BSC Release;
f) APPROVE the draft legal text; and
g) APPROVE the P418 Modification Report.

Agreement of BSCCo contribution to the
CACoP website costs
310/06 - Matthew Woolliscroft

14 January 2021

CACoP Website
Background
• The CACoP forum, and in particular Electralink and Gemserv have been developing a business case for a CACoP website
since the CACoP industry engagement day in July 2019
• The business case has been finalised and Gemserv is seeking commitment from each code that it will contribute its share
towards the development and maintenance costs
• The BSC Panel discussed the CACoP website at its quarterly update in December 2020

Costs
• Initial development costs to be funded equitably on a £2,455 (total) per code basis
• Ongoing maintenance cost is unclear but expected to be in the region of £4,000 (total) per annum (shared equitably )
• There will also be further administrative resource considerations, as the Rules Management team will have an additional
website to update as part of its role
Contractual arrangements
• No contractual arrangements required for the initial costs due to scale. However, we suggest there be an ongoing
maintenance contract for annual costs including service levels

Other considerations
• Subject to the Panel agreeing to support the development costs, it may wish to be formally provided the outcome of the 6
month benefits review

Recommendations
We invite the Panel to:
a) NOTE the attached CACoP website business case;
b) DETERMINE whether it wishes to endorse payment of the BSCCo share of initial set up and
development costs (£2,455); and
c) NOTE the need to include ongoing running costs in future BSCCo budgets.

PART II: NONMODIFICATION
BUSINESS (OPEN
SESSION)

Minutes of previous meetings
and Actions arising
Claire Kerr

Chairman’s Report
Michael Gibbons

Elexon Report
310/01 - Mark Bygraves

Distribution Report
Fungai Madzivadondo

National Grid ESO Report
Jon Wisdom

Ofgem Report
Colin Down

Panel Committee Reports
310/01A-D

Credit Assessment Price (CAP) Review
Process Review 2020
310/07 - Nick Baker

14 January 2021

Current Credit Assessment Price (CAP) Review Process
•

Elexon performs a weekly check comparing the CAP to a reference price, which is calculated based on
forward market prices for the next two months

•

If the reference price diverges from the CAP by a pre-determined value (referred to as the ‘trigger
level’), a review of the CAP is initiated

•

The CAP Review Process last changed in September 2019, where two changes were made to the
process:
• Automatic setting of the trigger level to 10% of the CAP value, rounded to the nearest £/MWh
• Adjustment to the methodology for the value of the potential new CAP in the industry consultation
when a CAP Review is triggered

•

Previous changes in June 2017 saw the introduction of not holding a Credit Committee (CC) meeting if
all members, and consultation respondents, agreed with the proposed CAP value suggested by Elexon

•

The process takes an average of 30 calendar days from breach to a new CAP being implemented
when a CC meeting is not required

Review of the CAP Process since September 2019
• There have been 10 breaches of the CAP since September 2019 (eight in 2020, two in 2019)
• Three CC meetings/calls were held
• No industry response to any of the nine consultations

• In response to COVID-19, temporary changes were made to the CAP Review Process, primarily
to make implementation dates shorter
Subset of Table 1.

CAP Breach
Date

Reference
Price on
Day
(£/MWh)

Estimated
Reference Price
on
Implementation
Date (£/MWh)

Consulted
on Value
(£/MWh)

09/09/2019
16/12/2019
13/01/2020
10/02/2020
25/03/2020
01/06/2020
06/07/2020
10/08/2020
07/09/2020
21/12/2020

48.19
48.36
41.52
35.09
31.33
26.21
36.27
40.28
51.64
64.66

54.00
46.88
40.63
35.67
31.70
27.42
36.27
46.33
56.25
60.44

54
47
41
36
32
N/A
36
46
56
60

Formal
Consultation
Responses

Proposed
Disagreed by
Credit
Committee/CC
Held

New CAP
Value
(£/MWh)

Calendar Days
to
implementation

0
0
0
0
0
N/A
0
0
0
0

No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes

54
47
41
36
30
N/A
36
46
56
62

30
36
30
30
22
N/A
17
31
30
37

Credit Committee Member views
Elexon presented data for the review of the CAP Review Process to the CC in December 2020 to
obtain their views and comments on the process
• The CC have expressed the view that the low number of industry responses demonstrates
confidence in Elexon setting a new CAP value, and a trust in the operation of the process
• The lack of response from Parties is also in part due to Parties not being worried by a changing
CAP value

• CC Members commented that shorter timescales are better, in order to respond to a fast market
• Overall, the CC Members concluded that they are content with the process working as it should

What further changes could be made to the CAP Review Process?
Proceed with the current process

•
•
•
•

No changes at this time
Look to make slight tweaks in future
CC recommend that this option is the best way forward at this time
Elexon suggests that despite no changes, there should be a review of the CC Terms of Reference (Mar 2021)

A ‘gold-standard’ automated process
• A change in the CAP Review Process to have a new CAP set once a month was discussed in the 2019 CAP
Review Process Review
• Elexon provided some initial analysis investigate the impact of a changing CAP on BSC Parties
• No need to have consultations, a trigger level or the current defined review process.
• Potentially no longer be a requirement for a CC.
• Limitation that automation does not respond to current events
• If ‘gold-standard’ automation was to be pursued in the CAP Review Process it would be best to raise an Issue
Group to engage industry

Recommendations
We invite the Panel to:
a) NOTE the contents of the paper;
b) NOTE the recommendation of the Credit Committee for the CAP Review Process to proceed as
currently designed; and
c) AGREE the way forward of the CAP Review Process based on the two options presented in
Section 5.

Panel’s response to the 2020/21 Business
Plan
310/08 – Phil Hare

14 January 2021

PART III: NONMODIFICATION
BUSINESS
(OPEN SESSION)

TERRE Implementation Group update

Verbal – Graham Dolomore (NGESO)

14 January 2021

UK/EU Trade and Cooperation Agreement
and its impact on the BSC
Verbal – Chris Wood

14 January 2021

BACKGROUND

Background
• Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) negotiations concluded on 24 December 2020

• The TCA is technically still only provisional
• Statutory Instruments (SIs) were issued last year to come into effect at the end of the
Implementation Phase (IP) – aka ‘Transition Period’

• The whole of the TCA will be reviewed in 2026
• There are additional reviews for Energy
• There have been some BMRS changes, but nothing Parties will notice

13/01/2021

WHAT’S IN THE
TCA?

Key Energy headlines from Title VIII
• No TERRE or MARI – for now

• No ACER or ENTSO-E membership
• Framework for new day-ahead trading - to be implemented by April 2022
• GDPR rules remain in force until 1 May, and may be extended to 1 July
• Transparency is a key theme, including market and insider trading monitoring
• Cooperation on North Sea grid
• Clean Energy Package is included
• Facilitation of ‘gas from natural sources’ – note wording
• Encouragement for renewables and energy efficiency, while moving away from low-carbon fuels

• No change to Interconnector charges in relation to transmission etc. (this is in the SIs, not TCA as
it’s internal but need to double check)
• But, charges for using the interconnectors (ITC) may be levied until an agreement is reached

Wider points to note relative to Energy/Elexon
• No tariff on Energy

• There are rules of origin provisions, but nothing about GoOs – potential impact on trading?
• Creation of Specialist Committee on Energy
• The TCA allows for cooperation on setting up technical discussions
• Companies based in EU can trade in GB without prejudice and vice versa
• There should be no restriction on cross-border digital trading
• Provisions to make government data as accessible as possible
• General theme that the TCA shall not interfere with delivery of public policy
• No requirement for short-term visas so long as both sides apply the rule – still not sure if this
applies to business
• Loose alignment of cyber security objectives

13/01/2021
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REVIEW OF
PROVISIONS

Review of TCA provisions
• The TCA as a whole will be reviewed in 2026, and every five years thereafter

• Energy will be reviewed by July 2026 with annual extension options*
• BEIS believe this gives greater flexibility
• Fish will be reviewed in June 2030, but with options for changes between June 2026 and
December 2026
• Withdrawal from Fisheries equals withdrawal from Energy
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BALANCING MECHANISM
REPORTING SERVICE

Changes to BMRS
• The Balancing Mechanism Reporting Service (BMRS) is run by Elexon for industry

• BMRS meets REMIT and ETR reporting requirements amongst other things
• The SI covering reporting makes TSOs [NGESO] responsible for reporting
• The SI was drafted for the UK, not GB
• Ofgem has designated BMRS the reporting service for GB in line with their intents
• Delay to designation was a technicality
• Additionally, we have stopped sending data to ENTSO-E and ACER will not be pulling data
• Leaving options open, as encouraged by TCA
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NEXT STEPS

Next Steps
• Liaise with Ofgem, BEIS and NGESO

• Double check analysis
• Communicate with industry
• Raise a Modification for end-of Implementation phase
• Await information form BEIS regarding priorities and future relationship arrangements
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MEETING CLOSE

THANK YOU

